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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY, THE THIRTEENTH DAY OF AUGUST
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL NO: 550 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Appeal Filed against the order
Daled 1010212026 Sin writ petition No.6326 of 2015. on the file of the High Court

Between:

Prajay Gulmohar Gated Community Welfare Society, (Regn. No.1 19212013),
Rep. by its President, Ravi Krupa Sagar, S/o. R. Prakash Rao, Aged about 67
years, 0cc- Retd. Employee, Rl/o. "Flat No.96, Prajay Gulmohar Gated
Community Welfare Society, Kuntloor, Hyderabad

...APPELLANT
AND

1. The State of Telangana, Rep by its Principal Secretary, Municipal
Administration and Urban Development Authority Secretariat Hyderabad.

2. The Hyderabad Metropolitan Development Authority,, Rep. by its Metropolitan
Commissioner, Hyderabad.

3. The Commissioner and Director, Municipal Administration AC Guards,
Hyderabad.

4. The Nagar Panchayat, Pedda Amberpet, Rep. by its Commissioner, Pedda
Amberpet, Hayathnagar Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

5. The Town Planning Officer,, Nagarpanchayat, Pedda Amberpet, Pedda
Amberpet, Hayathnagar Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

6. Smt. P. Bharatmma, W/o P. Mohan Reddy, aged about 56 years, Occ-
Household, R/o H.No. 2-103, Kuntloor village, Hayathnagar Mandal, R.R.
District.

7. Sri S. Yellaiah, S/o Late Kanthaiah, aged about 47 yea.s, Occ- Business, Ri"/o

H.No- 14-82/1, P and T Colony, Dilsukhnbgar, Hyderabad.

8. Sri P. Madhusudhan, S/o Anandam, aged about 42 years,0cc- Business, Rl/o

Kamalanagar, Chaitanyapuri, Hyderabad.



9. M.Venkatesham,, S/o M.Balraj, Aged about 50 years, Occ- Business, Rl/o

H No.16-2-740 17 5178, VKO Nagar, Gaddaynnaram, Dilsukhnagar, Hyderabad.
'10. M/s Prajai Engineers Syndicate Limited,, Rep. by Chairman and Managing

Director, Sri D. Vijaysen Reddy S/o Late DSP Reddy, aged 54 years, O/o
Jubilee Hills, Plot No 1091 A, Road No.41 , Near Peddamma Temple,
Hyderabad

...RESPONDENTS

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend

the Order passed in W P.No6326 of 2015 daled 1010212026 passed by the

Honorable Single Judge, pending disposal of the main Writ Appeal

Counsel for the Appellant: SRl. KADARU PRABHAKAR RAO

Counsel for the Respondents No 'l & 3: Ms V. JAYASREE,

AGP FOR MCPL ADMN URBAN DEV

Counsel for the Respondent No.2: SRI V. NARSIMHA GOUD,
. 

SC FOR HMDA

Counsel for the Respondent No.4 & 5: SRI SINGIREDDY RAVINDER REDDY,

STANDING COUNSEL

Counsel for the Respondent No.6: SRI G.V.RAMANA MURTHY

Counsel for the Respondent No.7 To 10:

Counset for the Respondent No.11: SRI K. JAMALI

The Court made the following: ORDER
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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUI{AR SINGH

AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL No.550 of 2026

Dated:13.08.2026

Between:

Prajay Guhnohar Gated Community Wellare Society

...Appellant

and

The State of Telangana,

Rep. by its Principal Secletary.

Municipal Administration and Urban Development Authority,
Secretariat, Hyderabad,

and 9 others.

. . . Respondents

JUDGMENT:

Leamed counsel Sri Kadaru Prabhakar Rao appears for the

appellant

Ms. V.Jayasree, Iearned Assistant Government Pleader for

Municipal Administration and Urban Development Department, appears

for respondents No. I and 3

AT HYDERABAD
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Leanrcd counsel Sri V.Siddhartha Goud, representing

Sri V.\arasimha (ioud. lcamcd Standing Counsel for llyderabad

\4erropolitan Der elopment Authoritl. appears for respondent No.2.

Sri S ingireddr Rar inder Ileddl . learnccl Standing Cotrnsel.

appcars tbr rcspondcnts No.,l and 5.

Learirccl counscl Sri (i.V.Rarrana Murthr appears for

respondent \o 6 thr(rugh r icleo conl'crencing.

[-earncd counsel Sri K.Jarrali appears for rcspondent No.1 I in the

u ril pet ili,,r r.

2. A noticc b1 the Nagar Pancha.vat Pedda Arnberpet. Ranga Reddy

l)istrict, date d 16. 12.2011. askirrg the Prcsident ol M/s. Prajay Engineers

Sr nclicate Lrmited. Kuntloor. to submit a repll' rr ithin three da1's as to

,"r,hr encroaclttrent of rt,atls be not retnoved- u'as tnade subject matter of

\\r.I'].No.6-ll(r ol20 15, l-hc interim order ol slaltr.r' qrro rernained till thc

imprLgned .ludgrncnt sas passed on 10.02.2026, inter 1lia, direr:ting as

u n cler

"10. Ihis (ourt inLtialll eranted a slLltus cltto in thi:' matter' Upon

reritrring tre countet-ailidarit and the petitioner's lalout plan rtisfoundthat
the a!.i is not a gated corllmunil;. and all the roads ()l the liyour have been

handcLl orer to and shall bc rnaintained by thc Municrpalitl , making thent

acccss ihle rr) nci!:hboLlrins Ia\outs.

ll. Ir vicrr rrf thc abore. the Writ Petition is disnlissecr' However, the

peririoncr rhould still be given arr opportunity to be hcard belore passing an!
tlnal oriler.. anLl the Lrlllcia respondents are directed tt' iirllo\a the due process

of larr l here r\ n() ofJcf ,1. to costs."
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Being aggrieved, the appellant, who is the writ petitioner, has preferred

this appeal.

3. Respondents No.4 and 5 have been succeeded by the Greater

Hyderabad Municipal Corporation (GHMC), who have to act upon the

aforesaid notice. During the pendency of the writ petition, counter

alfidavits have been filed b1 Hyderabad Metropolitan Development

Authority (HMDA), GHMC, respondent No.6 and respondent No.l I

therein. The dispute raised belore the learned writ court was whether

the sub.ject property lbrms part ol-the duly approved gated community

layout or not. Construotion of a road in a layout which is not a gated

community cannot be allowed was the stand of respondents No.2 and 4.

This issue whether the layout was a gated community or not should have

to be left to be decided by the appropriate authority which issued the

notice based upon the materials placed belbre him. However, sinoe

pleadings had been completed and stand ol the respondents had also

been brought on record, the learned writ court went on to observe at

paragraph l0 that the area is not a gated community and all the roads of

the layout have been handed over and shall be maintained by the

Municipality making thern accessible to the neighbouring layouts. The

learned rvrit court dismissed the rvrit petition, horvever. allou,ing the
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olflcial respondenls to follou due process ol la"v after giving an

opportunitl of being hcard to the appcllant befbrc passing the llnal

ordcrs. in e llcct. to takc a decision on the impu-sncd notice.

+. Learncd cotursel fbr thc appellant submits that the obsen'ations

matle at par-agraph 1i) are likel1 to influence the dccision to be taken b1"

the appropliate authont) . rr hich is no\\ GHMC

appcllant has assailetl the rmptrgned.iudgrnent.

Therelore. the

We har.'e heard the learned counscl lor the parties ancl taken note

of the atteuclant matcrial t-acts as are placcd liorn thc record

(r. In the compass olthe facts noted above. since the challenge rvas

onlr,to a notice uhich threatened dernolition of the boundary wall on the

lar trtrt * hcthcr gatcd cotnmunit\ or nol. and the Iearnec u'rit court lelt it

()pcn to thc olficial r-cspondents to ibllow due proccss oilaw alter giving

an opportrrnit\ of hcaring lo the appellant betbrc passing final orders.

thc obserrutions uratle at paragraph l0 olthe impugnod judgment n'ould

am()[rnt to corrrnents on the ucrits of the issue n'he ther the layout rvas a

cated cornnrrrnit\ or lrot. r.hich *as unnecessan uhile Jeciding the urit

perition.
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7. The matter has remained pending lor eleven years since the

impugned notice \4as issued. Therefore. we are of the considered view

that a decision. if not already taken, should be arrived at by the

concemed official respondents GHMC, now the successor of the

Nagar Panchayat. in accordance u ith law u ithin a strict time frame,

prelerably within six weeks lrom the date of receipt ol a copy of this

judgment. without being influenced by the observations made at

paragraph l0 ol the impugned judgment. Till the decision upon the

impugned notice is taken, no coercir,e steps be taken pursuant thereto in

the meantime

8. During the course ol'hearing. it has been pointed out by the

leamed Standing Counsel for I{MDA that the appellant has filed another

writ petition i.e.. W.P.No.16566 of 2026, with the following prayer:

"...to issue appropriate writ, order or direction more particularly in the
nature olWrit ofMandamus declaring the action ofthe 2"d respondent in trying
to demolish the exisring compound \!all of petitioners Prajay Culmohar Cated
Communiry Welfare Society colony situated in Sy. Nos.ll2lP, ll3/P and
ll41P at Prajay Gulmohar, Kuntloor Village. Abdullapurmet Mandal, Ranga
Reddy District, without issuing any prior notice, without giving any
opportunity of hearing and without tbllowing due process of law and contrary
to the orders passed by the tlon'ble lligh Court in W.P.r.No.6326 of 2015 dated
10.02.2026 as illegal, arbitrary, against the principles of natural justice and
violation of Articles 14. 19. 2l and 3004 of the Constitution of India and
consequentll direct the respondenrs not to demolish lunher the existing
petitioners colony compound wall without tbllowing due process of law and
pass..."

9. The aloresaid writ petition is still pending. 'fherefbre, rle do not

u'ish to make an)' comments on the nature of the chailenge rnade therein



Ilouever. a copr ol'rhe irlstant .iudgment ir.ith an offlce note be placed

altrns srtlt rlre records ol the said ririt petition pcnding belbre the

concerned corrrt

10. Thc instant appeal stands disposed of accordingly. However,

thcre shall be no ortler as to costs

Miscellrrneorrs applications pendin-e. il'anr. shall stand closed

//TRUE COPY//

SD/- MOHD. ISMAIL
DEPUTY REGISTRAR

S CTION OFFICER

i

\

To

)AN
..KS

1. The Principa! Secretary, Municipal hdministration and Urban Development
Authority, State of Telangana, Secretariat Hyderabad.

2. The Metropolitan Commissioner, Hyderabad Metropolitan Development
Authority, Hyderabad.

3. The Commissioner and Director, Municipal Administration AC Guards,
Hyderabad.

4. The Commissioner, Nagar Panchayat, pedda Amberpet, pedda Amberpet,
Hayathnagar Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

5. The Town Planning Officer,, Nagarpanchayat, pedda Amberpet, pedda
Amberpet, Hayathnagar Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

6 One CC to SRI KADARU PRABHAKAR RAO, Advocate [OpUC]
7. Two CCs to GP FOR MCPL ADMN URBAN DEV, High Court for the State of

Telangana, at Hyderabad [OUT]

B. One CC to SRI V NARSIIVHA GOUD, SC FOR HIVDA tOpUCl

9 One CC to SRI SINGIREDDY RAVTNDER REDDY, STANDTNG COUNSEL
[oPUC]

10. One CC to SRt c V.RAMANA |VURTHY, Advocate tOpUCl

11. One CC to SRt K. JAMALI, ADVOCATE iOpUCl
12 Two CD Copies
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 1310812026

ORDER

WA.No.550 ot 2026

DISPOSING OF THE WRIT PETITION

WITHOUT COSTS
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